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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Rachael Louise Meyer appeals from the district court's order denying her second motion
for return of property. She contends the district court erred in denying her motion because she is
entitled to the cash that was seized from her purse during the traffic stop that led to the charge
against her.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
Ms. Meyer was convicted of trafficking in heroin, and sentenced to a unified term of 30
years, with 10 years fixed. (46014 Tr., p.580, Ls.19-21.) 1 She appealed from her judgment of
conviction, and the Court of Appeals affirmed in an unpublished decision. See State v. Meyer,
No. 46014, 2019 WL 6769604 (Ct. App. Dec. 12, 2019) (unpublished). As relevant to this
appeal, the State's case against Ms. Meyer stemmed from a traffic stop of a vehicle in which she
was a passenger. (46014 R., p.188.) The officer who stopped the vehicle undertook a lengthy
search of Ms. Meyer's purse, arguably pursuant to her consent, and found a large quantity of
heroin, along with $3,038 in cash, and multiple cell phones. (46014 R., pp.91-92; 46014
Tr., p.394, L.7 - p.395, L.10, p.512, L.2.) The police confirmed the cash had been wired to
Ms. Meyer through Western Union. (46014 Tr., p.401, Ls.9-16.) The State never presented any
evidence that the cash was connected in any way to drug activity.
On January 24, 2020, Ms. Meyer filed a pro se motion for return of property, asking the
district court to order the money seized from her be returned to her. (R., pp.19-22.) The district

1

By order dated March 16, 2020, the Idaho Supreme Court augmented the record and transcript
in this case with the record and transcript filed in Ms. Meyer's prior appeal. (R., p.75.) All
references to the record and transcript in Ms. Meyer's prior appeal include the earlier case
number, 46014.

1

court issued an order denying Ms. Meyer's motion. (R., pp.23-25.) The district court noted the
cash was the subject of a civil forfeiture proceeding, Ada County Case No. CV0I-17-08234, in
which a default judgment was entered against Ms. Meyer. (R., pp.23-24.)
Ms. Meyer filed a second motion for return of property on February 21, 2020. (R., pp.2737.) She said she "never received any notification of any judgment." (R., p.28.) The district court
issued an order denying Ms. Meyer's second motion for the reasons set forth in its earlier order.
(R., pp.38-39.) Ms. Meyer filed a timely notice of appeal on March 3, 2020. (R., pp.40-44.)

2

ISSUE
Did the district court err in denying Ms. Meyer's second motion for return of property?

3

ARGUMENT
The District Court Erred In Denying Ms. Meyer's Second Motion For Return Of Property
Ms. Meyer contends the district court erred in denying her second motion for return of
property because she is the lawful owner of the money at issue, and the State never presented any
evidence that the money was connected to drug activity. Ms. Meyer acknowledges the magistrate
court entered a default judgment against her in CV0 1-17-08234 ("the civil forfeiture case") on or
about June 14, 2017. 2 She contends, however, that she was never served with a copy of this
default judgment, or any other documents in the civil forfeiture case, and cannot be held to have
given up her claim to the cash at issue. Ms. Meyer has requested that her money be returned to
her on multiple occasions, and believes the State abused its power in seizing her money in a
separate civil case, of which she had no knowledge.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Meyer respectfully requests that this Court vacate the district court's order denying
her second motion for return of property, and remand this case to the district court with
instructions to grant that motion.
DATED this 24 th day of September, 2020.
/s/ Andrea W. Reynolds
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender

2

The record in this case does not contain copies of any documents from the civil forfeiture case,
and the district court did not expressly take judicial notice of that case. (See R., pp.23-24.)
Appellate counsel reviewed the documents in the civil forfeiture case on the iCourt Portal prior
to filing this brief, and makes this argument on appeal mindful of what those documents reflect.
4

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 24th day of September, 2020, I caused a true and
correct copy of the foregoing APPELLANT'S BRIEF to be served as follows:
KENNETH K. JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
E-Service: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant

AWR/eas

5

